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On a claim based on a multiple dependent claim
in Korea

Kang & Kang International Patent & Law Office
Partner, Patent Attorney

Sanghyouk LEE

Almost all of the examiners in Korea reject a claim which is based on another

multiple dependent claim (“multi-multi claim”). It is very rare that an examiner allows
such a claim. Whether you now request an examination or deal with an office action, it is
nearly indispensable to avoid a “multi-multi claim”. We think it meaningless to leave the
claim unamended because we might lose a combined invention after arranging dependent
claims.

The timing of amending a “multi-multi claim” depends on its cost in Korea.

For example, if you request an examination without the amendment for the
“multi-multi claim”, you will get it rejected and dealing with an office action will cost
you more than the request for the substantive examination. It is certainly a demerit.

In many cases in practice, however, claims based on other multiple dependent
claims are not rejected only due to the “multi-multi claim” : they often have other prob-
lems such as a defective description or some substantive reasons like lack of novelty or
inventive step.

These cases at any rate cannot avoid the cost for an office action, so you can
amend the “multi-multi claim” when responding to the rejection, consequently reducing
the total cost for the amendment. It is a merit in request for an examination without the
amendment. If the applicant intentionally amend the “multi-multi claim” together with
other problems, he/she can request an examination without the amendment.

On the other hand, the cost for the amendment in request for an examination is
usually not much high (our service fee for it is USD 100). It is recommended that you
amend the claims beforehand in request for an examination to prevent the rejection just

because they have a “multi-multi claim” .



